Introduction
Since the 1950s, Paraguayan foreign policy has been shaped by four key factors. First, the country's long tradition of personalist, authoritarian rule has led to a predominance of the executive-and hence agency-in all areas of government. Second, related to this, Paraguay has suffered from the lack of development of foreign-policy institutions. Instead, a highly politicized state bureaucracy dominated by the Colorado Party has evolved, which has been characterized by clientelism, incompetence, and inefficiency, more an instrument of political patronage and control than a modern, professional arm of government. Third, Paraguay's low level of socioeconomic development, poor infrastructure, and historic isolation has restricted its opportunities and room for maneuver in foreign policy. This is related to the fourth factor, which is that Paraguay's geopolitical position as a small, landlocked state, bordered by regional powers (Brazil and Argentina) has meant that political development has been influenced P e t e r L a m b e r t to an unusually high degree by the impact of external power relations, which have constrained and limited-but not dictated-foreign-policy options.
Jeanne Hey (2003) has argued that less-developed countries with weak foreign-policy bureaucracies provide greater opportunities for strong individual leaders to dominate foreign-policy formulation.
1 In Paraguay, foreign policy has been defined by a marked presidentialism, with domestic priorities of the executive and the Party consistently taking precedence over national interests. The result has been a foreign policy over the past 20 years that has for the most part been incoherent and inconsistent, responding to the rapidly shifting demands of domestic policy with long term national interests subordinate to short term domestic political priorities. Although, both ideology and pragmatism have been used to cloak policy narratives, for much of the transition to democracy (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) , foreign policy was reactive and opportunistic, characterized by neglect, drift, and drag.
In part, this was due to the strong legacy of Paraguay's authoritarian past, apparent in "the lack of checks and balances in the powers of the state, high levels of impunity and corruption, the extensive practice of clientelism, the inability of political parties to promote debate and reach consensus, and the highly limited participation or control of the government by civil society," 2 all of which have had a direct impact on foreign policy, undermining the development of consistent aims and objectives in the national interest. Given this, the chapter will begin with a necessary but brief analysis of foreign policy under the Stroessner dictatorship , which established the style, workings, priorities, and structural frameworks of foreign policy that to a great extent still operate in Paraguay. The chapter then traces the decline of foreign policy through the transition period in the 1990s, from a pragmatic instrument of the first democratic government (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) to its subservience to domestic polices and subsequent neglect in a decade dominated by Colorado Party governments that were weak, unstable, and lacked legitimacy.
The chapter will then focus on the two administrations of the new millennium, those of Nicanor Duarte Frutos (2003 -2008 ) and Fernando Lugo (2008 . While Duarte was the presidential candidate of the same Colorado Party that had been in power since 1947, he was initially at least seen as a progressive reformist. With an ideological and pragmatic discourse of strengthening foreign policy, he sought to eliminate the drift of the previous administrations, link foreign policy to concrete developmental and trade issues of national interest, and take a proactive role in exploiting the greater opportunities available in terms of international relations in a more globalized environment. Finally, the chapter will
